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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Challenge Frocedures -~ A Proposal

Some General Considerations

-The DCI first proposed the establi'shment of challenge
procedures i’n Octobér 1973, when, in the aftermath of the
failure of intelligence to warn of the impending Arab attack
on Israel, he and others suggested that a means be found to
introduce some form of devil's advocacy into tiw‘ Community's
analytical proceeclingsi*

Brieay, What. seems to be needed is a challenge procedure
which would, inter alia, assist production analysts'to‘ov'ercorrie;
three occupativonal hazards to which, according to our post-mortem
reports, the}r are occasionally subject:

--Preconceptions: the tendéncy to discount information

that runs counter to long-held convictions;

% Specifically, the DCI stated: "The IC Staff...will develop regulax
systems to be implemented by the NIOs to ensure that serious
divergent points of view and conflicting elements of information
not be submerged by managerial fiat or the mechanism of reinforcing
consensus. . .. Such systems will also be charged with ensuring the
establishment of means to provide the views of devils' advocates,
adversary procedurcs, and the usc of gaming techniques as
appropriate.' ("The Performance of the Intelligence Commumty
Before the Arab-Israeli War of October 1973: A Preliminary Post-
Mortem Report," submitted by the DCI, December 1973, p. 22.)

Approved For ReleaS% (0?/05 CIA- I1DP80M01 133A00070315_0004;2

ruiitna

25X1



\ SEGRET o

Approved For Release 2004/05/05 : CIA-RDP80M01133A000700150004-2

ol O S-ai AR MU g
RRLCTIE R R IS

b
= L}
i

--Reinforcing consensus: the tendency for divergent
views of individual analysts to be submerged in a se2 of

conventional colle ctive wisdom;

--The current intelligence syndrome: a myopic view

R ARSI

of the forest because of forced focus on current intelligence

trees.

The notion that some way should be found to challenge conventional

ata

substantive judgments has by now itself become quite conventional.’
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But perceiving the wisdom of establishing challenge procedures does
not lead easily into an appreciation of precisely what form such

proceduresmshou.ld take. It is the who, when, how, and why of
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challenge procedures which confront those who seek improvements

ki)

in analytical performance:

o just who in the community {and with what credentials) i%‘;

is entitled to challenge whom? j
3

)

o just when (and vis-a-vis what) should the challengers :

perform their art, i.e., challense?

TR
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% Conventional enough, atany rate, 1o ¢licit challenges from those
who see only problems in a devil'e advocate pI’OCGduTC
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o precisely how should the challenger perform, i.e.,
through wﬁat system O:t‘ medium should he present his contrary
views ?

e and, finally, why should the,' challenger risk his (and
perhaps his sponsoring agency's) r'epu_ta.tion for sagacity for
.the sake of representing, by definition, a singular and probably
unpopular point of view?

Some Guiding Principles

Clearly, some general ruies of the game should be developed.

A challenger should possess substantial substantive competence in

the area under exploration, but he should not be so close to the subject

that he lacks perspective and suffers from the analytical disabilities
listed above. He should be familiar with Community pr0ce§se's and,
to a degree, Community "politics.' And he should be articulate and
persuasive. w(He need not believe his own advocacy, but he shoulr
be devilish enough to éonvince others that he dbes.) Fi.nally', and
obviously, he shé)uld have the time to do the job properly.

When should this paragon exercise his persuasive taleats in tI;LiS

strange manner? Certainly not as a matter of routine concerning

ordinary subjects. He should confine himself to matters of high.

£ 57;;".’*
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moment (those of long-term significance as well as of irnmediate
concern) and papers of par’;icular conseqﬁence (NIES,' Alert Memo-
randa, etc.). And he should deal, full-ftime, only with specific._
circumstances, problems, and/ox pape;;-s for a stated period (weeks
or months). A more or less permanenté assignment as a devil's
advocate would soon sa§ the vitality and demolish the credibility
of even the most enthusiastic and skillful practitioner. And the
devil probably would, over time, withdraw from the _pfocess.

There already is, in being, Community machinery, the NIO
system, which could acgommodate——effectively, if not easily--
th¢ esté.bli.s'}lment of challenge procedures. No other component
of the Community performs so many significant substantive functions
for the DCI and USIB; no other component is so close to the consumers;
and no other co‘mpon.ent is so 'm‘volved in the production of-importa.nt
Community assessments. And from the point of view of the édvoca.te
himself, no other component could so readily provide him with the
papers; contacts., forums, and general support necessary for the
practice of devils' advocacy.

Indeed, in our canvass of alternatives, we could find no other

office or mechanism which could properly support a regular devil's

4 7 -
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advocate process, and we do not--for a variety of reasons--favor
the establishment of a new institution to perform this task.

And what of the risk of serving as 2 c.:hampion of unpopular
causes? Perhaps the devil's advocate;—assured that he would
serve only ab short tour, and guaranteefd a respectful (if not
sympathetic) audience--might find the exércise of his imagina.tioni
and the influence he brought to bear on the weighty judgments of ]
the Community reward enough. And, at the conclusion of his

sentence, he might find some solace in the drink which the NIO ’

will buy for him at Sans Souci.

And Somé Specific Proposals

Assuming, then, that challenge procedures are to be j.nst-ituted
within an NIO-sponsored system, we would propose the follﬁwing
specific measures: |

A. w The DCI or the D/DCI/NIO, in consulta.tic-m with

USIB, if appropriate, shoulci determine if a given subject and
papei' seem sufficiently important to warrant the institution of
official challenge procedures. (A standard country papexr c.m,. say,

Argentina would probably not so warrant; an SNIE on, say, Soviet

reactions to specific US courses of action, almost certainly would.
¥
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USIB principals (and perhaps other senior figures in the Community)
should be encouraged to nominate candidates for devil's advocate
positions. In consultation with the D/DCI/ NIO, the D/bCI/IC,
and others, as appropriate, the Nld rqsponsible for a given paper
should then appoint an intelligence officer as a substantive challenger,
responsible as a devil's advocate for the effective preéentaﬁon of
contrary substantive views. |
1. The possible appointment of a challenger should
be discussed'early on (perhaps during Terms of Rgference
xneetingrs) with the various agency representatives and with
usTB - |
2. The designated devil's advocate should be an
intelligence officer who has appropriate substantive credentials,
epcperieﬁée, ‘and seniority. He could be drawn from any
element of the Community and might, in some circumstances,
be another NIO, perhapé one with related substantive responsibilities.
3. The devil's advocate should play his role for the
life of the paper concerned--in the case of an NIE, from the TR
stage through USIB consideration; in the case of an Alert Memo-
randum, from its inception through the DCI's approval. He

should, in effect, serve a temporary tour in the devil's advocate

capacity. 6

(}1 p 5.,‘. ':“
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4. There are of course pr,éctical obstacles to
such a procedure. Few if any components will feel frce
to spare a senior officer for devil'g, advocate duty.- The DCI
may thus wish to ask USIB principals tc; consider this
procedure to be a necessary part 6f USIB's set of substantive
- and estimative responsibilities--and, in effect, as significant
as providing, for example, repre sentatives to attend meetings
on NIEs.

5. In some instances {e.g., NIE 11-3/8), the NIO
might wish to consider the appointment of more than one
devilh'ﬂ'é"' advocate, depending on the size, complexity, and
diversity of the paper undexr preparation.

"B. The challenger would be charged with: 'developing and

presenting plausible arguments against the conventional wisdom

and against any or all of the papers' major judgments; expressing

disbelief or skepticism about certain specific pieces of evidence

and/or discrete conclusions based on them; challenging the logic

and coherence of given lines of argument; and identifying any gaps

in information and 'holes' in argumentation which he perceived

as affecting major judgments.

R !
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- 1. The devi%‘s advocate xﬁould be responsible for
eliciting the views of other responsible officefs in the
Comrhunity who held views contrary to those 6fferéd in
the paper under review (contrary to those offered in
expressions of dissent as well as 'in the main te:%t). .

2. The devil's advocate should present his'
advocacy orally, during méetings on the paper, and‘, when
appropriate, in writing. Thg NIO in charge v;rould be du-ty-
bound to respond to the challenger's case, though would ‘be -
gmpowered to acc;ept or reject his advice after due considera-
tion::" The degree tc;“which the devil's advocatg wa.s able to
influence substantive judgments in the paper would thus
ﬁltimately be determined by the NIO.

3 All papers subjected to this form of ch.allengé
procedure would bear a nqtation to that effect- sorriewhére ‘

_(in an intro_duction, dpening statement, flc.)otnote,. whatever)
in the paper. In some instances, the burden of the challenger's

argument (especially if otherwise ignored) could also be

succinctly stated. For example:

) o
SEORET

%
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The principal conclusions of this estimate
were subjected to a critical review by the Com-~
munity's '"devil's advocate." The contention of
the advocate that, in the circumstances described
in the paper, the Arab governments would almost
certainly sue for peace (because they would be
principally concerned about their own survival)
was carefully considered. This argument was,
however, rejected, in the main because of reasons
discussed in paragraphs 14-16 of the text.

4. Occasionally, however, the NIO might wish £o
reproduce the devil's advocate's case in extenso.fvg If so, that
case should be inte rwoven with the main texf. This would
minimize repetition and confusion and place argurn-ents in a
ér;g;;r context. (Mbst NIEs, etc., already rﬁarch in this
manner, and should continue to do so, though t.he pros énd
cons of course should not be presented iﬁ a way Iikelsr to

obscure the conclusions. )

+

*Indeed, it has been suggested that many papers take the form of
stra1ght advocacy but provide a separate annex setting forth the
paper's pros and the devil's advocate's con arguments; or that the
main text itself should interweave these pros and cons. Adoption
of the first suggestion--in effect the publication of a devil's annex--
would, with perhaps very rare exceptions, probably only irritate
and confuse the consumer. -

SEBRET
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5. Whatever the impa;t of his role on a given
paper, the devil's advocate shoul‘d make his case available
to other elements of the Commun.ity (e. g., current intelligence
componehts) so that they, too, céuld be informed by his

advocacy.

25X1

Chief, Producl Review Division

10

erony
uﬂs%ﬁ?
Approved For Release 2004/05/05 : CIA-RDP80MO01133A000700150004-2



{7 Y3r )

Approved For Release 2004/05/05 : CIA-RDP_80.M01133A000700150004-2

SUBJECT: A PROPOSAL FOR A "CHALLENGE MECHANISM"” FOR
THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ' '

Introductory Note: This poper looks at the feasibility of
institutionalizing a "challenge mechanism,” or '"Devil’s Advocate, ™

as it has bezen termed, in the Intelligence Commnity. The paper

does not proceed with a full discussion of the pros and cons of -
formally institutionalizing challenge. Rather, it sezks to explore -
the working milieu in which an institutionalized challenge machanism
would hove to funetion. This should enable interested parties to coma
to some conclusions about the feasibility of the concept. Our method
has been to solicit the views of individuals who formerly held, or
hold now, key managertial positions in gubstontive intelligence-producing
organizations, and HIOs, and to let their views speak for themselves.
We have coneentrated on these individuals since we sought to émphasize
feasibility of challenge in practice, and these folk are eritizal to
the success or fatlure of the process. Finally, although sentirent
of those reached runs rather heavily against itnsiitutionalizing
challenge, a large number of possible ways to do just that are set
out for possible consideration. o ’

* 4 % * # * # L % 2
I. WHY A CHALLENGE MECHANiSM? _ ‘

The concept was first advanced by the p/DCi/Ié in;a
memorandum for the DCI which may be found at TAB A.
Briefly, in that memorandum, the notion was édjaﬁced tﬁat g
a "Devil's Ad;ocate" would be useful in foréing é~clo§é'.‘
look at major judgments, and the possibility df insﬁitutioﬁ;.
alizing that role should be examined. | o

An unstated but clear implication of that pﬁopdsal
was that in the preparation of major substantive pééers,-

such as NIEs and InterAgency Memoranda, at least some key

DRAFT o -

Approved For Release 2004/05/05 : CIA-RDP80M01133A000700150004-2




Approved For Réleasé 2004/05/05 : .CIA-RDP80M0"lI133A000700150004-2
ninority views were not being ventilated to the fullest
extent, that éther views were or could be overlcoked, or :
that important contingencies might ﬁot receive full attention.¥®

In looking into that hypothesis, it wés thought useful
to compare production and particularly the.revieﬁ piocéss
for estimative papers as it obtaingd in the former‘Office
of National Estimates (ONE) and asiit is now under the
auspices of the Naﬁibnal Intelligénce Officeés (ﬁIOs).

Briefly, in O/NE there were several levels of reviews
built into the normal production process:

a) Draffs were iniﬁially reviewéd gy.the Sﬁéff
Chief in a regional/functional staff. Some; but not all,
regional/functional staffs held rathef searching.inéernal_
reviews of*&rafts_which"?rovided an opportunity For otﬁer
in-staff views, before forwarding papers to.the O/ﬁEifront
office; | | | -

b) Norﬁélly when sending the draft paper to O/NE .
front office, copies were sent to other offiéés in CIAAWith
an interest in the paper requesting inférmal é&mﬁénté;-

c) The Board of National Estimatés éonsidefed‘

the draft. ©Normally, there were a variety of views on a

paper, with one or more Board members acting in fact as a

. 3

, *This paper excludes looking at a challenge mechanism in
the warning arena. Suffice it to say, all the difficulties
associated with challenge, but particularly that of timing,
are even more intense in a situation of crisis and very severe
time constraints. : : S

2
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representatives from other CIA offices were included, and

theixr views were heard;

d) Next, representatives of the USIB agencies

met; in addition, representatives of the various UIA offices

of interest also attended these gessions as back~benchérs;

e) USIB considered the paper.

Thexe were two other devices used by O/NE to offer the

opportunity for dissentin§ views to be ventilated. Staff
Memoranda'were not infrequeﬁtly produgéd by C/ﬁE aﬁalysts
which, in effect, said, "Yeé, most of fhe Community thinks
the sifuation in Ruritania is progressing along av&értaiﬁ
path, but here are some very good reasons ﬁhy it could go
quite another."” After consideration by the.Boaﬁd,_ONE made
a judiciog? distribution of these memoranda.
Anothe? device was to present key estimafesvtd a

prestigious group of consultants at tri-monthly meeﬁings'at

Princeton. Consultant comments and a lively give~and-take

ensued on some papers. | |comment seems

to be a generally-held reaction. "The 0ld O/NE consultants
were not very effective" (the knock is not against those
particular consultants but rather on the difficulty of

bringing outside consultants "up to speed" with respect to

3 -

]
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Under the present system, where the NIO'subcontraots
a paper for drafting to some element of a USIB agency,
the levels of review are fewer. ?or example, if a draft
is produced by an analyst in 0O/CI or DIA's Directorate for
Estimates it goes directly to the 'NTO. To the dégree the
NIO reshapes it there ig a rev1ew, and the NIO can, of
course, act to challenge all or any portion of the paper.
Also, the NIO can establish some kind of ad hoc group to
review a paper. Infrequently, as in the case of NIE 11-15-
74, a Tommittee of Experts® looks at the draft Normally,
»hovever, after his own review, the NIO uould send the draft
to the USIB representatlves for their’ con51derat10n {(item d.
under prev1ouu O/NE procedure) In practlce, therefore,
the levels of review are numerically less than before, and
to the extent one NIO can review a paper (vice a panel of
senior officers as in O/NE), given time and other pressures,
the quality of review may not be as profound as before.

The concept of the "noninstitutional draft,“ while
perhaps healthy for othexr reasons, also probably inhibits.
the amount and degree of 'Devil's Advocating® that-existed
previously; Specifically, if the NIO levies ardraft on
DIA, and makes it clear that he seceks the drafter's views~—
not the so-called "DIA pitch"—-he will get that drafter's_

views, if DIA or OCI or whoever is drafter, plays the game.

-~
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get the kind of quality control within DIA that he would

if DIA were producing a forﬁal paper under its byline.

The NIO will get the best effort of the drafter, affected
to some degree by the advice of hlS colloagues, but he

will not get a paper which has undergone-searchlng review
and questioning--DIA will reserve that for the USIB repre-
senﬁatives meeting or, in extremis; for the USIB meeting
‘itself. Certainly, the draft will not undergo a very close
review comparable to papers moving through the O/NE
production process.

Another relevant factor arises és a resulérof ;he
demlse of O/NE draftlng responsibilities, which might be
termed the "current 1ntel¢1gence syndrome. " Under the
current §£féngement the bulk of all papefs prepared-under
NIO auspices must be produced by substantive organizaﬁions

geared in the main, toward producing current ihteiliqencm.

These inélude:- CIa/oczr, State/INR, and DIA/DI (1n these_
three organlzatlons are found the bulk of the Community
analysts capable of producing finished natlonal lntelllgence_
draftv)A CIA/OSR and CIA/OER are to a qomeWhat lesser extent
also much concerned with production for current publlcatlons
Only DIA/DE lacks current intelligence responsibilities |
among the several organizations on which thHe NIO-must draw

for drafting support.

h
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heavily on current intelligence analysts to also prepare

estimative and longer—-range judgments, at least in the
sense of reducing the opportunities for other views.to
impact on current wisdom. This problem, i.e., the ﬁeight
of the current'intelligence apparafus, was adverted to A
‘in a memorahdum prepared receﬁtiy by a senior NIC analyst.
She was considering the warning funcfioﬁ speéifically, |
but her.point may have.a wider.validity; | |

" . . . . The fact is that the current intelligence
structure in each agency--with such assistanca as

it may require from other specialists such as oxrder

of battle analysts, economists or scientific expertg——
virtually has a monopoly on the daily and weekly
intelligence production effort which flows to the
intelligence chiefs, policy officials, military
commanders, and the White House. Each day, the
agency and often the Community position is established
on critical current issues as they are set forth in
the daily publications and briefings . . . .  Not .
surprisingly, once these items have been disseminated,
there is the strongest resistance in every agency

to the dissemination of any differing interpretation, -
whether produced by warning analysts or anyone

else. . . . ., ™ '

The qués%ion can be reasonably asked whethef the
current.intelligence analyst is the best persdn;to-mﬁké  
thétlonger—range assessment, but even if he is,rthe largér‘
problemlmay be that longer-range estimative and assésément
.papers may be (perhaps unconsciously),reflectiﬁg current

intelligence wisdom. This vulnerability is enhanced bY 
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being made is that levels of review, 1f properly handled,

offer opportunities for adversary views to be exposed,

-

not merely that levels of review are usoful pex se). One

NIO p01nted out that "while under the NIO systen scﬁemaulcally
the opportunltJes {for review) had been reduced "that was
not really the case." He pointed out that on CIA drafts
he conducted an "in-house CIA revﬁew" prior to iséﬁihg the-

paper for the USIB representatives meeting. Howaver, he

also noted that this was not done in all cases by any means.
‘ Hence, on the grounds not only of-the original o
suggestion by D/DCI/IC,.but because several_review-levéls
. had been eliminated with the demise of O/NE, plus'the‘
possibility that current intelligence views mlght be so

dominant in productlon that the content of longar~range

papers mlght be affected, we decided to explore the working

mileau in which an institutionalized challenge mechanism

of some sort would have to function.

II. VIEWS ON THE WORKING MILIEU FOR A CHALL

TENGE MECHANTSM

The concept of institutionalizing a challenge mechanism

aroused considerable skepticism and doubt as to its

effectiveness and utility from nearly all those with whom

it was discussed, both current and former practitioners.
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It should be noted that this pessimism appears to be rooted

in experience and practical problems that face subéténtive
intelligence producers and managers. There is no reason
'to believe that it is Simply‘blind opposition, aithough .
practical bureauératic considerations have some impact. -
Beforevexamining some of the reasons fof doubt over
institutionalizing dissent described by those reached in
the survey, an important point ﬁust be made. That is, all
believe very much in dissent, adversary pfocedures; devil's
advacacy and the like, as a necessary and?integrél'part-
of the process of producing good intelligence. But virtually
all also are substantially in accord with the’ vié;’of a
former DDI who puts it this way, " . . .-; diséeﬁfingAviews.
can most effectively be dealt with at the Working‘level of .
review, .indeed as early as possible in the production;
process."miA former Assiétant Deputy of O/NE_canténds, "A
kind of Devil's Advocate should be pa;t of the‘grocess“in
working up a paper through the working‘subétantive levels
if is all part of the 'tightening process® in pfoduging
any paper.” A current manager says, "the wayAto_aghiéve
this (introducing alternatives to main conclusions)rié to

get these new attitudes inculcated in all the producing

divisions so that various and differing views are surfaced

normally throuch the regular production mechanism.®
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Thus, the strong inclinafion is to4insis£ that
4 e S Tmenic con Dest he theooon ot by
the analysts and producing offices, rather than by another °
entity or group organized and tasked epeeifically fo
prepare opposing views. This means that at eech step
along the way, draftefs, branch and division cﬁiefs, ether
offices, and colleagues in other agenCles should cont1nua7ly
gquestion degments. Clearly, the producers feel that,
profe351onals, taking account of dlfferlng views and con—
tlngenc1es is 51mply part and parcel of producing rounded

substantive papers. And normally thls is sufflclent——as

the AD/DCI/NIO put it, “the Intelligence Communlty is right

"most ofvthe time."

Other practical reasons were advanced against
institutionalizing a challenge mechanism, and they are set

out below.

1) New Procedures. Under the new procedureSA'

‘-now in effect a very c0n51derable effort is made to build

dlsseﬂelng views into the text, and tbls qoes some dlstance'

to meet the problem. Interestingly, both a forner DDI

and regard this as a cosmetlc touch (though”

both onpose 1nst1tutlonall71ng the challenae nechanlsm);

2) Types of Papers. The AD/DCI/NIO stresses

that a number of papers, such as the enormously complex

and detailed NIE 11-3/8-74, "do not lend Ehemselves to

H2s
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be selected out for special treatment. But 1t would be
very difficult to challenge the estlmate as a vhole Othex
papers where there is a deficiency of lnfornatlon or the -
information is ambiguous, could be challenged much easier.

3) DCI Responsibility. 'The AD/DCI/NIO makes

the point that the DCI is charged With presenting an
estimative Judgment to the President of the most llkely
developments in given situations. In thisg connectlon,f

'he believes that having laid out our best judgment (w1th

suitable space for dissent in the text), it would be‘terribly )

confusing” to readers to find another view set out at annex

" (as sﬁggested in paragraph 4, TAB A). An NIO asked, "What

can you do after the Devil's Advoaate c1tes another pos:t.tlon--~~

simply ask the pollcymaker to worry about 1t7 " eVen Lhough‘
we have no basis for conceding” that the DA assessment lS
indeed the correct one. Stlll another NIO: the "Dev1l s

Advocate would quickly run out of steam with his analytlcal

w Y

colleagues" since "all analysts wor k from the same jam pot
 0; eVLdence the DA doesn't have anything (other than ‘his
oplnlon)- to impress his analytical colleagues-"_

4} .Deadlines. The point is made tha% not
-infrequently important pPapers must be p:epared for_the

NSC on very_tight deadlines. One nanager says, “When you

10
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NSC, you can't allot 24 of those hours to a DeVll'S Advocate

to attack your paper——-you have to use every’ pOSSlble minute

to get the paper produced.”

The concept of a Devil's Advocate is also criticized

on grounds of artificiality. A former Assistant Deputy of

O/NE claims that in his experiencé the "DA role_arives

‘an individual to take increasingly extreme bositidns, partly
because he and everyone else Pnowé that he is ?ole-@laying“
and this contrlbutes to an essentlally artificial situation.
A former DDI belleves that, whlle a DA should not he

1nstltutlonallzed, the "philosophy of a DA should be

established so thét it permeates the work;ng'leVels éf

intelligenﬁe production." -A current manager is seeking

to make progress in this direction by encouraging his-analyéts

"if necessary to manufacture other alternatives téitheirﬁ

main conclgsiQns.f But he too believes this is best écccmplishedut

by pushing this approach through the regular production

mechanisms. . | | | | .
Interestlngly, this manager thinks the éulture in‘whichl

the analyst works makes familiarity and'éaée in WhiCﬁ diffefing

vieWs:are surfaced hard to come by. He puk it this way: -

An analyst is flooded with information from‘manj sources

’ and then literally urged to make judgments and come to

conclusions. Having done that he is forced to defend those -

judgments up the line. Once he gets his views set, and

11
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difficult to get the analyst to accept othexr differing - 1

views.

Another knotty problem involves the besi'timing in

e e

using a challenge méchanism for best results. Some believe

a DA could be useful before a paper is ertten; say ln

an "oral contributions" meeting. Others contend that the
service would be chiefly usefulzonce a draft is prépared

(ﬁhis seems to make the most sense if the-timing is suitéhle).
Still others would apply the challenge machanism.concur:ently
with the paper (pérhaps as an annex as mentioned in the
memorandum at TAB A) or once a paver is produced.. A
Devartmental Special Assistant for Natioﬁal Security suggestoh
that the option to levy a Devil's Advocate study on any 7
glVen paper constitutes part of the pre-UsSiB brleflng process

for the DCI The SD@Clal Assistant belleves the DCI is

unlcuely situated to determine whether a challenge to a \

papar should be 1nst1tuted But views are mixed; Amnassador

Komer belleves this would be too late to be helpful- - \
Behind all of the various doubts ralsed about the éffec—'

tiveness of a challenge mechanism of any kln& is the very

toucny problem of the controversy that is nearly certaln

to envelop any such body. The retired profeSSLOnals maker

no bones about this as a fundamental consideration. One .

commented that, whoever runs the NIOs would seek to “do in"

o

12
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become highly controversial® and even a "hlgh—powered"
review board “probably can't be located in the bureaucracy-4
Another thought it "might be done once,” as George Ball

did on Vietnam in the State Department, but would not work

v

in general.

Understandably, perhaps to avoid appearing negative,
current managers dld not volunteer comments on thls point.
One NIO who opines that he "likes the idea of a DA in certain-
instances,” still believes it should not be institutioﬁalized'
"in the uéual sense." He believeé "that if it were locallzed
in, say, the Office of Pollulcal Research of CIA, ox on thn~
IC Staff, the people d01ng the job would quickly vear out
their wwlcome, moreover, they would dlSO tire of constantly
actlng dS“bCOldS to the Community, a very unrewardlng functloﬁ."
The furfher p01nt is made that "hostility brought down on
these oiflces through the challenge function would make 1t -
harder for them to carrxy out their other missions. |

" While tﬁis consideration might be termed a mere:"buréau—;_
cratic problem, " 1n the sense of organlzatlonal 9051t10n1ng,_
in essence it reaches far beyond that. It touches the matter .
of the size of an organization conductlng the Challenge {on B

this more later) and the crucial conslderatlon of acceptablllty

within the Community. An NIO said, "anyope actlng.as a Devil's

-

Advocate would have to have the proper credentials as a know-— -

ledgeable individual in whatever area was under discussion.”

13
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A manager claims that "if ses apart from the regular worklng

Approved For Release 2004/05/05 : CIA-RDP80M01133A000700150004-2
levels, the Devilt's Advocate would have to have some of
the attributes of a god and wondered who could really :
meet the standards. Even with hlghly suitable credentlals
all who chose to comment agreed that controversy would be
endemic to the challenge mechanlsm.

While the credentials of the "challengers“ was cited as
a critical factor, skepticism was qtlll expressed about the
chances that even a "hlgh~powered" review group could be
effectlve. In part, this concerns +he comments on page.lo;
"What should policymakers do? - worry?"k It also relates to .
the difficulty in overturning the views of a large bureaucracy,
with officers steeped in the detail of the- dally traffic by
a small group.

The NIC staffer writes (after commenting on the peopie_
and resources of the oufrent intelligence sﬁops),'"There is
sinply no way tha£ a small group of indications specialists
(fead Devil's Advooates) can compete or really gét aﬁ equal:
hearing when- they may be in,disagreement." Shs aiso acknow~ :
ledges, "After all, the area specialists are not often very
wrong and usually are able to offer impressive numbers of |
facts and persuasive arguments for their conclusions. ADay

in and day out, the odds are that the area SpEClallSts will

be right" and "no group of this typﬂ (warnlng but equalLy

-

14
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of the éurrent intelligence shops worldwide and keep a
knowledgable.watch on every potential adversexdevelopment;ﬁ
Ambassador Komer is more blunt: the people who folloﬁ fhe
day-to-day traffic can "kill" any such review groqp;'ovér~ 
whelm it with data. And a former DDI is équally cieér,-"A
body or small group set off from the working‘lével-anélysts
would be overwhelméd by the amount df facts and detgils_tﬁat'
thosé working oh a subject daily are able to Bring to bear
to support their case." And there is Qrave doubt expreséed
by most of the retired professionals tﬁat externai cd£sultants
would have sufficient Familiarity with the wo;ld's;eﬁe to

be an effective counter.

In a related view toucnlng on the utlllty oE a challenge
. mechanism, a former senior 1nte111gence off1c1al sees some
danger in the production of a dissenting view follow1ng an
NIE. For example, after a Community vie& haé_beén hammered 
out, a d:ssentlng paper {apart from dissents reglstered 1n
the estimate 1tself) would offer those pushlng a worst case"

view a new opportunity to "merchandise thelr v1ews to pollcy—

makers.- The D/DCL/NIO sees this as confu51ng pollcynakers-

An NIO thought "it would be a mistake to publish any sort.

of Devil's Advocate paper." | |
IhAconsidering the foregoing, an obsgrver must épﬁclude

there are vastly different perceptions at work with reSpeqt

-~
-
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to the challenge mechanism.  One is that held by the former

D/DCI/IC, who authored the paper at TAB A. For example,

he views his actions over ﬁhe years in repeatedly and

consistently sounding a warning of'potential Sinc—Soviet
warfare as a positive service to ‘the pollcyma?er- Nd matter
that the judgment did not prove out (or at least has not 1n‘

_ the period 1967-74).
Others charged with prov1d1ng estlmatlve papers to the )
policymakers focus on the need essentially td,provide correct

judgments (with suitable dissents and uncertainty'made clear

to the President and policymakers generally);' These folk -

see the emphas 21ng,of the mlnorlty view as a confu51ng element
if not an outright dissexrvice to the policymaker. They

consistently came back to the point--~in the words of an NIb,

"But the judgment on the Sino-Soviet struggle was flatly

wrong Much thus depends upon your p01nt of view: Should
the DA sound the tocsin or is the game to estlmate correcely

~

(with due con31deratlon for uncertalnty).

Perhaps a way out is sugge sted by a former O/NE OfflClal

He OplD@S’ "An estimate or substantive paper should come . -

down hard as hard as the evidence permlts, on a ]udgnent,

‘and it should be as pointed and precise as p0551ble. But in
those instances where the outcome on the other side of.the
majority position would be very serious to US interests, then
e worst case analysis” should be undertakenf A kind of

&

16
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This would be a very thorough study of the implications

-of being wrong." But he views this as very_different from,
and much moxre impoftant than, an ihstitutionalized challenge
mechanism. A forxrmer DDI lends éome support to #his aépr&ach.
He believes that if the concept of a challenge mechanism

has any merit, "it is probably in those caseg where the
minority view occﬁrrence, should it take ?lace} wquld have
very serious consequences for the U.S." In/thése circum- :
stances, he thinks the DCI might request that a post-NIE paper' -
>might be produced, though it should be a very'cldsely heldi
document. ~ ‘

It is apparent that among those polled, feW'eﬁvisage _
the succeséful institutionalization of a challenge mechanism.
It is equéily clear that there would be rather consiaerable
bufeaucratic turbulence and resistance (possibly ﬁuch>of'

it subconscious) from other producing elements should a

review entity be devised.

ITITI. POSSIBLE CHALLENGE MECHANISMS - SIZE AND LGCATIO& “V
Nevertheless, the DCI must decide whefher’é cﬁalléﬁgé .

mechanism would suit him and his operating style. In paft;

it would depend upon his confidence in his prodﬁcérs- Is

‘he confident that the working‘procedures in fact perﬁit,‘

indeed encourage, the surfacing of di&ergént judgmenté?

-

17
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that really has some clout worthwhile if it can also

provide the DCI additional assurance that the best intelli«fA-‘

gence is being produced?

If it is decided by Higher Aﬁthority that some sort
of challenge mechanism is désired,lquestions ofiorganization
and location, touched on previousLy, become-immediate.-
Below are sketched out some of thé options in very-general

terms. While we have introduced some of the pros‘and cons,

and qudllflers, with respect to thase cptlons, the fOllOWlng -

is ‘not meant as an exhaustive treatment. Our main concluslon-

. is, perhaps predlctably, in the spectrum of pOSSlbllltleS,

the ones least likely to have a real impact on the substantive“

community are generally the ones most acceptaole to the
produ01ngwmanagers, that is, they are dlsposed to accept
them and work with them.

Considérations of size, 1ocation, and rank (of the offlce
or individual) are closely 1nterm1ng1ed.‘ P0551ble challenge
mechanisms include: - |

——~ A single, very impressive 1ndlv1dual, wcrdly;'
$‘perhaps a scholar or well tnought of retired .

Ambassador or public figure. He would be‘situatéd

in the DCI's immediate office and would enioy Qerf

close working relations with him. Another propogal

would env1sage a slightly less formldable flgure

-,
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STAT ' | |and others think that 1t would not

be fea51ble Lo place the function in the offlce of

the D/DCI/NIO - feels the individual would have

STAT

to have at least equivalent rank with‘D/DCI/NIO.

~~~ Three or four very impressive and kno#ledgeable
figures--functioning as a Senior Review Board and
attached to the 0/DCI and with very clesé, continuing

access to him.

~~~‘An ad hoc "challenger;f A diffefent-individual‘on
each major paper perhaps selected by the NIO from
anywhere in the Intelligence Communlty. Cne suggesLlon-
is that this individual should be a hlgh ranklng
substantLVe offlcer,'e g., D/OCTY or the Deputy DDI

' - pulled off his normal duties for a period of 2 -3

weeks to immerse hlmself in the subject Clearly
thJs latter proposal carries with it severe praceleal
difficulties (as do all the rest). .

~—-=  The NIO could conduct his own challenga thoﬁgn‘
it is acknowledged to be difficult to, in effect,“:

' act as a DA against one's own paper. |

——= The Program Review Division (PRD} of the Ic Staff
This element already has a product rev1eW'n1551on '
and has some substantive CapabLlltY.. (But see earller

comments, page 13, Wthﬂ 1ndlcate ‘this could hurt

-
T

other IC Staff functlons )

19
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Contains much of the former O/NE Staff - godd
analytic and critical staff. (Also see comments, -

page 13.)

“~~ A new office--equal in size to the NIO structure

STAT : believes that to offget the other

large analytic staffs, any adversary group nust
be of the same size as the NIO set~up, lngludlng
clerical assistance." He goes on to saya "If it
wvere not of adequate siz ', the DA would bea worklng

STAT on[ |while some other crisis was emerglng. The
DA would miss the new CrlSlS and criticism wauld\ )
fall on him. Everyone would say, 'We have a ba,

why wasn t he watching out for thlS CrlSlS?'"-

b - Also, "any review group would need to have access to
the vast amount of intelligence material avallable |
to the analysts," and this translates to a falrly
1arge staff even to review only selected papers and
issues. Comments on pagesl4/a%e pertinent. .Probabiy
located in the 0/DCI. | - B | ‘»

-~- Ad hoc consultants on given subjeéts.: Theijould
require access to all the intelligence and be asked -
to prepare the challenge case. This would reQuire
a fairly leisurely production schedule, anless the

S 20
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vas issued. These consultants could be responsible
to the 0/DCI, NIO, IC Staff or elseﬁhere.

——— Panels of two to three consdltants——experts in
given areas, available to come to Washington on call,
"almost as for jury duty." The author of this proposal

admits to grave dlfflcultlos in achlev1ng thlS kind of

consultant constancy and response. Those who experlenced

the old O/NE consultant arrangement are skeptlcal over
consultant arrangements generally." A former DDI, stlll
in the Washington area and immersed in a thlnkntank
milieu does not feel he can stay current and déubts
.that others from academe can either. Organizationalﬂ
.link as above. |
Another suggestion which is generally acceptable to all
would be the selection of a topic or two with an experimental
DA. This has been done three times already; in one form or
another. As noted in the case described in TAB A, it'wés
judged to have "helped to stimulate discussion.” A Dev1l'
Advocate view was also propounded in conﬁectlon with NIAM
11-5-74, Soviet Detente Policy. The NIO concerned thought .
the prespntatlon by a knowledgeable PRD/IC Staff analyst
had caused him "to look at a particular prOpOSlthn more1

closely, though it did not much change the NIAM."
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In another effort, the AD/ACDA challenged the

Intelligence Community's ability to monitor Soviet compliance
with the SAL on offensive missiles, and lobbied for analystg
to join him in a DA role, as a full-time occupation.

Analysts at the meeting "objected,that such a groﬁp would
soon be discredited as a bunch of cranks.”

It is open to question whether additional éxperimen~
tation would make the utility of g challenge machanism>more
or less clear cut. In any eVent, many of the problems
involved in the.institutionalization of chalieﬁge'woﬁld.
simply be delayed until it‘becéme clear whether thé DCT was
going to take that vital step. C N

Finally, whatever form the challenge mechanisn took,:
the question of timing~—When it went into action—-would still
be a verymaifficult one. It should probably evolve aftéf. |
a number of experiments. One point seems cléar,-that.the
challenge mechanism should probably be employed\spaiiﬁgly
and only on very major issues. | |

In conclusion, as one of the pros said, the ihstifﬁtioﬁ ir
of a DA is not so important as the philosophy in prédﬁciné -
substanﬁive intelligence. Oxr as one S. Kehﬁ,éaid many years.
ago (in reflecting on the substantive préblem in stfategic
intelligence) : | | |

- "The only answer lies in picking a man who
‘already knows a good deal about the Substantive area

-
-~
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in which he is supposed to ask questions
wmpm@da&prﬁg&gm?ﬁmﬂ% oD eRtg 00042
that he has ready access to every scrap of new
incoming evidence on it, access to everyone who
knows about it, and freedom from other burdensome
duties." : '

hed: 19Nov74
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INDIVIDUALS CONTACTED DURING THE STUDY |

 RETIRED PROFESSIONALS

Ray Cline

Chet Cooper L L

" CURRENT MANAGERS

George Carver

Hank Knoche o oo o .

. \NIOs

N

Approved For Release 2004/05/05 : CIA-RDP80M01133A000700150004-2




Approved For Release 2004/05/05 : CI*-RDP80M01133A000700150004-2
- 4 January 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: Director of Gentral Intelligence

SUBJEGT: ' The Devil's Advocate

1. On 13 December, as a result of a discussion I had w:.th
the D/DCI/NIO, one of my staff served as Devills Advocate (DA)
during a Community~wide gathering of analysts on China. The

- DA argued that the likelihood of Soviet~initizted hostilities against
China is greater than the Intelligence Commiunity currently estimates,
This is in line with the notion of establishing more effective challencre :

mechanlsms in the production of intelligence.
- 2. The DA argued a2long these lines:

, ~-The Intelligence Community has a te‘ndenc:y' to dowr—
play the likelihood of hOStllltleS~—~e. 8. pr1or to the most
recent Arab~Israeli war,

~~The Sovn.e..s probably seriously considered mltza.tmg
hostilities in 1969, and having done so once they' mxfrh do
so0 again, and decide d:.fferently. : :

~~The Intelligence Commumty's predlct:'.on.s since 1969
that the Soviets have virtually completed their buildup near
the Chinese border have been erroneous and misleading, |
Part of the problem is that the Community tends. to look at

evidence in a preconceived way. For instance, a new Sovzet :

- corps headquarters identified in January 1973 is viewsed as
‘the tail end of a buil ldup rather than as the beginning of a new
buildup~~-as a corps headguarters proved to be in November

19653 and a new division, overlooked when the Septeraber 1973
NIE 11-13%73 was completed, is counted only reluctantly (it
is said that the division equipment may only be there for
storage purposes), -

Copy | of 8 Copies -
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-~The Intelligence Community tends to equate the
Soviet military planners® views of the feasibility of 2
nuclear exchange with China with a U. S. military
planner’s view of the U.S. ~Soviet nuclear balance,
which can be a2 misleading parallel.

«~In Annex C of the September 1973 NIE, itis said
that "'the Soviets would calculate the chances of a Chinese
retcLlla.tory strike as slight'' if the Soviets struck first
with their nuclear weapons; yet the implications of this
judgment are not really applied to the rest of the NIE.

~~The Intelligence Community has a preconception
that the Soviet leadership makes difficult foreign policy
decisions on the basis of a moderate compromise; that
is, the way Western cabinets tend to operate. Butit R
may be that when the Soviet leadership postpones decisions
for a considerable period, the ultimate decision will be
impulsive, incautious, interventionist, :
~ZThere are three contingencies which could easily
converge and increase the attractiveness to Moscow of
military action against China.: (l) the Chinese could draw
close to, but still lack both an effective tactical nuclear
" missile capability, and the capability of striking the
Soviet heartland with strategic missiles; (2} the depa.rture
of Mao or Chou or"bot“ could occur soon with one side i in subsequent
‘internal power struggle turnmc to an outside power, ' .
the USSR, for help; (3) the Sov1ets could perceive that the
U.S. is less able now to react to a Sino-Soviet wax than
it has been in the past or will be in the future.

3. The DA believes that presentation of a "coherent" (no;
his term but that of one of the other participants) case helped to
. stimulate discussion. The question now is: how can DA xoles
be institutionalized? One approach would involve the designation, ) .

by the NIO in charge of drafting a major paper, of someane who | V'

would review previous papers on the subject in order to find
loopholes. That is, even if the major judgments in the NIks
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